I WISH to discuss the nature and the relation to one another of two kinds of mental activity, and I can most clearly indicate what they are if I take some illustrations from familiar experience.
Imagine you are walking by a moonlit sea. The ripples sparkle in a broad expanse of sheen, forming a definite triangle, its apex far off on the surface of the water and its base spreading out on each side. As you watch the reflected moonlight you may see some object, say a boat propelled by rowers, move into the gleaming zone and become suddenly bathed in resplendent light. The rowers seem to have come out of the darkness into the light. The moonbeams which before were not falling on them seem now to be dazzling them. You know, of course, for you understand the laws of reflection and of the convergence of light rays, that this sudden illumination of the rowers in your prospect does not correspond with any change whatever in their actual experience, yet you find the illusion practically impossible to dissipate.
Again, imagine that you are in a room the walls of which are faced with mirrors and which is illuminated within. There will be no limit to the visible extension and a very sensible limit to the tactual extension. The phenomenon is familiar enough, and usually described as natural illusion. You know, you think, the exact position of the reflected image, it is reflected from the surface of the mirror, yet you are unable to locate it there or even to think it there, it lies for you somewhere behind the mirror. The visible extension behind the mirror has no counterpart whatever in the real world, yet you cannot by any effort or contrivance destroy the illusion.
Once again, imagine you are observing in a laboratory the projection of a beam of light from an incandescent gas through a prism to a screen. You see the band of the spectrum. Here there is no illusion. You see and can only see the spectrum, but you regard the spectrum as a phenomenon, and the real thing as electronic orbital movements in atoms, which you can never see.
In each of these cases what you objectify is a phenomenon, giving that term the recognized meaning of something existing in nature and not in your fancy, which yet cannot claim independent existence, whatever be its ground or cause, because its existence depends on the observer and his relation to the reality observed. Whether or PHILOSOPHY I not everything we observe is a phenomenon in this sense we need | not inquire. It is sufficient for our present purpose that it should | be granted that the sheen on the water, the visible extension behind | the mirror, the spectrum on the screen, are non-existent in abstraction f from the relation of the observer to the real thing, whatever it be. 1 I want to submit the experience of which these illustrations are | typical to psychological analysis.
We shall easily distinguish three factors. First, sensitivity, the passive power of receiving stimuli from without and experiencing them in the form of sensations; it is clear that without the organization of the special senses there can be no experience of phenomena. Second, reason or understanding, an active power of reflective consciousness. Third, imagination, an ill-defined factor, yet necessary if we are to account for the arising of an illusion.
It is the status of imagination which I wish to discuss. It is usually regarded as a subjective activity dependent on the passive power of receiving and retaining sense-impressions, recalling them as memories, and hence of recombining them more or less fantastically. Fantastic association and dissociation are the essence of imagination. It is recognized that imagination may have high aesthetic, intellectual, and moral value in the realm of art; it is what we seek to eschew and banish from the realm of science. We guard ourselves against the imagination; it is the fruitful source of illusion and error.
I am going to defend what to many may appear a paradoxical position. It is that imagination is more original, more fundamental, and more essential a factor in the mental life than sensation or understanding or reason. Were there no imagining, sensing would be meaningless, and thinking would be impossible, for there would be nothing to think about.
Let us see first what the philosophers have had to say on the question. The historical development of the problem in the modern period is most instructive to follow. Here I can of course give it only a brief and cursory reference. When modern science and philosophy arose in the seventeenth century the new method of doubt fixed attention upon the deceitfulness of the senses, and the false apport of the senses was attributed to imagination. Thus Descartes instances the case of persons who have undergone amputations, and still localize sensation in their non-existent limbs. Imagination was regarded generally, by the Cartesians, and also by the empiricists, as a kind of riotous activity to which the mind was subject when not under the control of the intellect. Imagination for them had no positive function and played no necessary part in conscious experience. As mental activity it presented a strong contrast to discursive reason which strives for 194 I M A G I N I N G AND R E A S O N I N G clearness and distinctness. Imagination was identified with confused and obscure thinking. Consequently the scheme of human knowledge was: first, impressions of external objects and internal desires and emotions on the senses; second, thinking or reasoning on this sense-given matter; out of which arose, third, the laws of association. This was the full account of mental activity on its theoretical side. Any slackening of the intellectual work led to confusion and obscurity, and this when it took the form of actual illusion was represented as the active work of a lively imagination. Yet even this lively imagination was an illusion, because imagination for them was an absence, not a presence. In sleep, for example, when the senses are closed to the external world, and the animal spirits, according to the theory then held, are coursing through the brain, reviving traces of past impressions, and under no control of reason, we have the illusion of dream. Imagination was identified with this negative reality of the dream state.
Kant was the first in the line of the historic philosophical development to discover that imagination is not the name for uncontrolled intellectuality, but a positive factor with its definite place in the scheme of knowledge, an activity sui generis in the formation of experience. It is curious and instructive to see how Kant was led to this discovery. Imagination is invoked by him in the Critique of Pure Reason, in the transcendental aesthetic and in the schematism of the categories. In the transcendental aesthetic he shows how the definitions, propositions, and operations of mathematics, though purely ideal in form, are yet wholly dependent on sense imagery for content. The logical understanding cannot get to work without the aid of the aesthetic imagination. In the transcendental analytic he shows how the concepts of physics in the pure forms of the categories of relation-substance, causality, reciprocity-are dependent on the imagination for the subsumption under them of the sense-matter of the universe. He was led to the important distinction between the reproductive and the productive or creative imagination. The reproductive imagination is the simple projection forward into the future of imagery recalled from the experience of the past. It differs from memory in being anticipation, not recollection. The productive imagination is that which gives shape, figure, objectivity to the manifold of sense. It creates, in fact, what the Gestalt psychologists now distinguish as Gestalten. This recognition of the imagination as a creative activity at once led to a differentiation of the realms of art and philosophy, and the first result of this new direction of mental science is the aesthetic theory of Kant's Critique of Judgment. It is not, however, till our own day that we have in the work of a contemporary philosopher, Benedetto Croce, the theory of the autonomy of imagining and P H I L O S O P H Y imagination as a distinct moment in the life of the Spirit. The aesthetic activity, creative of images, is in the theory of Croce the pre-condition of the logical activity, creative of concepts.
Let us turn from the philosophical aspect of the problem to the scientific. How would the psychologist in the interest of his science analyse and interpret an experience such as we have instanced in our three examples? The psychologist approaches his problem unencumbered with any assumptions or inferences of metaphysical causation. Whether he be a behaviourist or an introspectionist, reality for him is psychical experience in its immediacy. His one interest is to discover by analysis the data of consciousness and the factors which constitute experience. Two kinds of psychical elements are easily recognized and readily distinguished, sensations, the aesthetic manifold; and percepts, images or ideas, the logical or intelligible manifold. To these the subject of experience is passive or receptive, he responds to them in thinking and acting.
We are guided in our psychological analysis by the science of neurology. We know the mechanism of conscious action. The organism of a conscious agent is a sensori-motor system of reflex arcs, at one end of which is a sense terminal, at the other a muscular contraction. The nervous system is an integration of innumerable individual unit activities. On the psychical side this is experienced as sensations, a manifold of individual sense-impressions, transitory and unrelated existences, which are retained in memory, and can be recalled after they have ceased to exist, though in a different form, as images or representations. The neurological processes are mechanical and automatic; the psychical processes which accompany them appear to be dependent on them, and yet at the same time their whole significance depends on then-autonomy. No one, so far, despite the most heroic efforts, has been able to impart intelligibility into the proposition that the brain thinks. The only thing the materialist can affirm, basing his appeal on facts, is that where there is no brain there is no thinking. The behaviourist indeed goes farther than the materialist, and denies that thinking or feeling is the product of any material or spiritual organ, whether we call it brain or mind. The mechanisms of the organism which result in actions, and the discursive thinking which results in ideas, are, he holds, not two distinguishable processes, but one and identical. They are two ways of regarding a single sequence of events.
The most effective criticism of the behaviourist theory came from Mr. Bertrand Russell in his Analysis of Mind. It would be tenable, he declared, were there no images. By images Mr. Russell seems to have meant memory images, and not perceptual images, not what are now called Gestalten. The argument was that a doubleaspect theory of mechanical movements and psychical processes is 196
rational if there be the possibility of a point correspondence between the constituent movements of the mechanism and the constituent processes of the psychism, and such correspondence is easily predicable of sense-data; but images are not sense-data, and they enter positively into the psychical situation, while what may be thought of as having corresponded with them on the physical side cannot be thought as existing in any meaning which physics can admit. The argument would have had still greater force had it been applied to Gestalten, to perceptual as well as to memory images.
We are brought then to the main problem. What are images, and what is the imagination which creates them? Images are not peculiar to human nature. The experiments of the Gestalt psychologists have shown that they have a place in the animal mind. They are an essential element in conscious activity wherever we meet it. It is imagery, not sensation, which determines any particular situation. It is imagination, not sensation, which creates the visible extension behind the mirror, the sheen on the water, the colours and bands of the spectrum. Images are pictorial and integral. If they present or represent an object or a situation they present it in its entirety. Suppose, to take an example from common life, you are invited to breakfast. There comes up in your mind an image which may include the odour of coffee and the sound of frizzling bacon-these are or have been sensations, and the image of breakfast may recall them; but it is the image, not any particular sensation or group of sensations, which will determine your response and govern the disposition of your action. What is true of the image of breakfast or of the breakfast table is true of the image of the world itself which is part of our daily consciousness. Our world is an image, and imagery is inseparable from our world. Without it we could not act continuously or experience the perfect unity of the real.
Psychologists have always thought that the image is composite and compounded. Following the principle that there is nothing in the understanding which has not been in the senses, it has proceeded as though its task were to construct the image artificially, or discover the natural process of its construction, out of what alone exists, the stream of transitory sense-impressions. The associationist psychology explained images by the laws of association, similarity, and contiguity. Images were thought to be no more than an aggregate or assemblage of sensations, and their variety and diversity were attributed to the fact that sensations of one kind are successive, not simultaneous. The traces therefore of past impressions are revived as idea, and associated with new impressions. By these associations judgments are made and concepts created. Images appeared therefore as the product of judging or reasoning
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T P H I L O S O P H Y on sense-impressions, themselves irreducible. Conscious experience was accordingly resolved into a manifold of impressions on a sensitive organism and an integrating activity. What we have now discovered, and the Gestalt experiments have confirmed, is that images are more original than sensations, and imagining is more fundamental than feeling or judging. How are we to rationalize the paradox? The reply is by a philosophy of the organism.
I say a philosophy, not a science of the organism, because in philosophy we can employ a finalistic method which in science, at least in its narrower meaning, is rejected. We can ask in regard to living activity the question which Kant asked in regard to knowledge: What are the a priori conditions of its possibility? Still more specifically, surveying living activity in its full extent we can inquire what are the needs of the organism which consciousness alone will enable it to meet, and we can deduce therefrom the nature of consciousness itself.
Living activity is individual, and every individual enters on its life history with a nature preformed and predestined to a definite range of activity. It comes into existence fitted in advance to respond to definite stimuli with appropriate action. It obeys an inward urge to express its nature in the conditions which favour that expression. Consciousness in a living creature appears as sensitivity to stimulus, which takes the form of feeling and enlightenment or understanding. Feeling and understanding are the directing forces in the forming of its actions. Consciousness varies in kind and in degree and in mode of expression, yet it is always relative to action and directed to the conservation of the individual or racial life. Consciousness appears the very essence of life, the terms are often synonymous, and yet life seems everywhere to dispense it with a strict economy. In the vegetable world individual natures express themselves without calling it in aid. The conditions of plant development depending on the fixation and immobility of the individual require it to imbibe its nourishment from the soil in which it grows and the atmosphere in which it breathes. Consciousness would not serve it, indeed it would be a handicap, and if we suppose consciousness to exist in right, it is suppressed or inhibited in fact. In the animal world, on the other hand, the free mobility of the individual makes consciousness in some degree a necessity of existence. Yet everywhere it seems proportional to the particular need. The purpose it serves is obvious. It enables the individual to form and carry out the actions which are appropriate to procure it food and maintain its existence. Wherever consciousness exists, it is one with the activity of the individual who possesses it. This discernment of the purpose of conscious activity enables us to determine its form a priori. We I M A G I N I N G A N D R E A S O N I N G can, that is to say, put to ourselves the question, what are the a priori conditions of the possibility of consciously directed actions? At once we see that the first condition is that the situation shall be present to the mind of the individual in imagery. How otherwise could it act? Try to imagine, for example, an individual sensitive to the pain spots of the skin and to nothing else, and able to perform the reflex muscular actions which they originate, how could it direct its actions to purposive relief unless it could imagine? It might react to stimulus by movement, but it could not direct its actions. For this it must imagine. What is it to imagine? It is an activity sui generis. No sort of sensitivity to pain spots could generate images of needles and pins, sharp stones or thorns, and point the way of escape from them. And no combination or succession or aggregate of pain impressions could compose an image or provide material to thought. Certainly no thinking about pain impressions could generate the concept of an external cause. For conceptions there must be imagery.
Everyone recognizes that the perceptual world is the condition of the conceptual world. The perceptual world is the world of sense imagery. This imagery is not created by thinking in the logical meaning of the term. There is then an activity logically prior to thinking and its condition, an activity of imagining which gives us the perceptual world. Out of what then does the imagination create its images if not out of sense-impressions ? What is the nature of its creation? A creation out of nothing offends the principle of intelligence itself. We have no need to resort to any such absurdity. For our answer we have only to turn to the living world. Every individual is born with a preformed nature, and its life is the unfolding and development of this nature in response to the external conditions which favour its development. The creative force is the dynamic character of the life principle itself. Wherever the expression of this life principle is conscious, it takes the form of an opposition between what is latent within and kinetic without. In more familiar phrase, consciousness must assume the form of a subject-object relation. This relation is not the external connection of independent existences, that is, it is not a relation of mind and nature each postulated as self-existent. It is a relation of polarity in which each factor derives its whole meaning from its opposition to the other. Take any living conscious creature in the first moment of its individual life, its nature consists of possibilities, latent and unexpressed, and its life activity consists in the continuous expression of this nature. The living activity which unfolds itself is expression. This expression we know as images, a form of knowledge quite distinct from sensations and from concepts or ideas. Images are particular, they are as private as sensations. The artist o 199 P H I L O S O P H Y can give them extrinsic form, fixing them as it were in material, J making tones, colours, plastic shapes become language, but the \ image exists only in the mind. The imagining power of the mind ] is therefore freedom to express, but what it expresses is determined by intuition, that is by its nature, which is the whole inherited past. The natural urge of every creature is towards expression. Nature exists as intuition, and intuition finds expression in imagery. This agrees with the fact that images are particular and characteristic of the individual and the species, and yet not arbitrary. The very fact that the imagination is capable of riotous extravagance shows that normally it is under the strong control of the organism. The fantasies of Don Quixote have the same origin as the commonplace imagery of Sancho Panza. This imagery is not generated by feeling or by thought, but by the life itself; and this activity of imagining is not a sensing or a reasoning, but an activity of aesthetic creation. This is the conclusion to which a philosophical analysis of experience must lead.
Let us now try to appreciate the scientific import. The Gestaltists have proved by their experiments that in all cases of recognition what is identified is not a sensation or aggregate of sensations but a shape, and like the ghost of Hamlet's father "a questionable shape." Can we conceive any way by which a shape is generated out of sensations and associations? Are shapes facts or fancies? If they are facts, it seems as though we must resolve them into the only things psychology has recognized as fact-sensations and their associations. Sensations are facts because we can correlate them with organic stimuli, and associations are facts because we can represent them as real relations. Images, shapes, Gestalten, come under neither category. If they are facts, not illusions, they must fall under a distinct category. We must recognize that imagining is a mental activity distinct alike from feeling and thinking, with an objective product, images, distinct alike from sense-impressions and ideas. In the mental life sensations are the occasion of the evoking of imagery not its cause, and images not sensations provide to thought the matter of its concepts.
To return to the examples of imagining from which we set out, the sheen on the water, the extension behind the mirror, the band of the spectrum-these are subjective appearances with absolutely no objective counterpart. They are shapes or images which do not exist in the objective world we conceive as Nature. The light which we conceive as radiant energy does not itself reveal the world of shapes and images to privileged souls. Like God's rain, it falls on the just and unjust. It is by the active principle of life itself that we must interpret the shape or image which gives to each individualized form of its activity the world of its effective action.
